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! graduate instruction in the public university to increase. Hopefully, .

. a trend will also develop for the share of the costs of graduate 7
) instruction paid by the graduate'!student at the private university to
decline somewhat. In this way, we ahall continue to have a pluralism
. of graduate instructional programs with their varying emphasis upon
‘research and practiée, (Author/HS)
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BY JOHN D. MILLETT

At first glance, it seéms relatively easy to answer the ques-

tion: who should pay for gradpate education? Certainly, there

__should be little reason to provide, any different answer for

graduate education from_that for undergraduate education. If

it is appropriate, as so many persons in our society profess,”

that the costs of undergraduate education should be shared by

, both student and ~aciety, then surely it is equally appropriate

" that the costs ot graduate education should be (Shared ‘by stu-
dent and society.

Indeed, it can be argued that a social investmerft in graduate
education is even more important than a social investment in a
general ' .ccalaureate program n the arts and sciences, teach-
er éduca.on, and business admnistration. A géod many per-
, sonis in higher education institutions may disagree with this
" proposition. | cannot imagine that there would be many, how-
ever, who would want to dispute my ba;rc proposition, that a
social investment in graduate education is socially justifiable;
even more, I believe such investment is socially essential.

At the outset, it is necessary to designate a specific defini-
tion of graduate education. One possible way of defining grad-
uate education is to make the fie'd conterminus with all post-
baccalaureate education. Just as most of us in higher educatio
are now suppesed to adjust to the new label of post-secondary-
education, we ight* also try to adjust to the designation
*“post-baccalaureate” education. I would prefer however, to
suggest a somewhat more restrictive definition.. ¢ )

I think we may propery divide post-baccalaureate educa-
tion into two parts: graduate-professional elucation and grad-
uat? educarroq Graduate professional education is that post-

KN

baccalaureate education which builds upon a libesal arts base
and which undertakes to achieve specialized professional ob-!
jectives only at the post- -baccalay-cate level. The primary fields
of study for such graduate professional edu~ation are law,
medicine, dentistry,” theology, veterinary medicine, and ap-
tometry. Although, 1n these last two mentioned fields, grad-
uate professional education is not always strictly post-bacca-

. laureate, the trend appears to be in that direction.

Graduate education, in contrast with graduate professional
education, also seeks professional objectives, to be sure, but
tends to build upon the base of an undergraduate specializa-
tion. The usual degrees of this graduate education are the
Master of Arts, the Master of Science, the Doctor of Philos-
ophy, and specialized designationss Graduate education in the
arts and sciences and in such specialized fields as teacher edu-
cation, business administration, agricultuf, engineering, and
nursing tends to continue an undergraduate concentration to-
ward a more advanced level ui knowledge and skilled Perfurm»-
“ance. N

Assuredly, there are univ rsities with schools of busmess
schoolsg of management, schools of social work, schools of ,
library science, and schools of journahsm which build upon a
liberal arts base apd which might well be classified as graduate
professional schools. In addition, there are universities and
scholars who would define- graduate education exclusively as
post-bacca.aureate education in "the arts and sciences. -

In fact, we might further define post-baccalaureate educa-

‘an,,r.hrough three components: graduate professional ¢duca-

tion, advanced professional education, and graduate education
in the arts and sciences.’I hold no strong conviction about any
gz-vicular definition. 1 insist only that we have an obligation to

(continued on page 2
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define our terms. And this discussion mclud.es educztion at the

master’s and the doctor’s degree levels, 1n both the arts and’

sciences, and in advanced professional fields within my defini-
tion of gradutate education. With due recognition of the diver-
sity which characterizes higher educational nstitutions 1n the

> United States, | believe | am utihzing a defimtion of graduate
N\ ed.ucatlon which will accord with the practice of a majafity of

ersities belonglng to the Council ofGraduate Schools.
o st oy prinary <oncern in ths pdpt. who vhould

*ras 101 padaate cducation, fer megunderme the two hasic
eucs i colved O oy the cost of graduaie education. Jhe
tiber e the dintrihoteom of this cost betwecey student afd so0t-
cre D want fetenphasize that we Gt weparate the question
af the dierabation of GOt fromdhie sue v the cosg itselt fon
Ve S IV e TLat feasotts T a discussion of the distitbution

af the O o4 of pradionte educaten beiween student ond society,

Soth o poroes te gt dstobution wolidd want toknow what the
oS And L unnelsiies expedt student and society in some
brad v peaiapestte s ie meet the costs of graduate eduvation.
wr il be prepared 1o derend those conts Higher edugation
wit e longer Ot this connin prerely upon 4 professional

and admisnbatons that we know what
we ate domy We shali have 1o depronstiate that hnowledge
sl justisy our expenditures .

At this poirit, it may be unnecessary to discuss the subject
of the costs of graduate education in any detail. In 'this con-
" nection, 1 think we are fortunate to have avaxlable'theccost-
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benefit data prepared by Powel and Lamson and published this '

past March- by the Council of Graduate Schools. | think we are
equally forfunate to have the commentary:on this research
prepared by Deans McCarthy and Deener and published at the
same time.

F am aware of some of the ‘travail which accompanied this
study. There are, of course, inany complications in any effort
to establish instructional costs. 1 wish to eniphasize an impor-
tant consideraton. Institutions of higher education cannot ex-
pect increased funding and at the same time declare that if is
not desirable or feasible to determine the costs of instruction.
Undeslining this statement is a brief provision of the Educa-
tion Amendments «f 1972, which became law when approved
by the President on June 23. The new federal law adds to Title
XIl of the Higher Education Act of 1965 the following new
section of law:

S=cuon 1206, The Commisstoner may require as a‘cond:»
neant of elymbidity of any istitution of higher education-
(D) for msututtonal ad. at the earhest practical date,
Rt
(2) torstudent wid, atter June 30, 1973, that such
mstitsuon supply such cost-of-education dm as may be
i the passession of such msutution.

I would assume that the Commissioner of Education will
have to enforce this condition of eligibility or face consider-
able cnticism in theXCongress: it also seems likely that in order
to obtain institutional aid and student aid funds, colleges 2 d

universities must have some well considered, meaningful data -

about their mstrucnor\al costs.

There should be npthmg startling about: the cost data for
master’s degree programs or for doctoral degree programs re-
ported by Powel and Lamson. The ruuges of expenditure data
for programs in similar fields are certainly to be expected, and

I

the variations i the medians among various fields of study 1s a
famihar situation. There are some aspects of cost data. how-»
ever, which | want briefly to mention.

It 15 not enough to determine direct instructional costs. It
is equally necessary to allocate a proportion of the overhead or
indirect tosts to the direct ones. There are various ways to
make such allocations; the important consideration is that
these overhead, costs must be included as a part of total in-
structional expendityres.

Cost data require a unit of output. There 15 no satisfactory
umit, | am convinced, except student credit hours of instruc-
tion. These student credit hours are then easil¢ converted to a
full-time equivalent. student instructed on either'an academic
year basis or a year-mund bagis. The academic year seems to
be the proper basis for cost data. For budget data, to be sure,
year-round count of f8ll-time equivalent students provided in-
structional service is needed. In this connection, we need to
make eertain that olir curngullym offerings include appropriate
course credit units.for pfeparalon of a master’s essay and for
the research essential to a ddctoral dissertation.”

A major complication in determining the costs of graduate
instruction is the allocation of faculty time ¢ between ,under-
graduate and graduate instruction. Apart from the appomt-
ment of faculty members who devote their energtes exclusively
to graduate teaching, there are two familiar means of achieving
this allocation. One is a faculty service report 1n which the
faculty member is asked to state the proportion of his work
week devoted to undergraduate and to graduate instruction.
The other method is to use a weighting scheme, presumably
based upon some sampling of faculty reporting data. I have
known such weighting to assign 4 unit of one to lower division
student credit hours, two to upper division credit hours, and
three to graduate-instruction. This kind of weighting seems to
be generally reasonable, provided there is some kind of empir-
ical data base for it. :

Another Kind ot cost problem is that of dElelH& how
recogmze differentiations within graduate educatyn. In then
commentary, McCarthy and Deener idennfy, thret different
levels of graduate instruction. the mdster s degre® level, the
candidate or speciabist level. and the Hoctural degree level |
should like to report my own conclusions on this subject

As Chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents for eight years.
I directed a very carefully constructed resources analysis pro-
cedure based Gpon a uniform management information system-
which provided us with the input daia for our computerized
calculations. In turn, each year, 1 carried on some vigorous
discussions with the graduate deans of eleven pubhc universi-
ties about the meaningful interpretation of these data.

The graduate deans and 1 gventually agreed that in analyz-
ing-the costs of graduate instruction, it was satisfactory to
recognize two levels rather than three. We also agreed that
these two levels $hould not be labelled master's degree instruc-
tion and doctoral degree instruction. We-decided to label them
graduate instruction and doctoral instruction. We came to this
conclusion because some departmients offering a doctoral de-
gree program enccuraged very few, if any, of their students to
take a master’s degree, and because graduate students usually
enroll in a wide variety of courses with a mixture of candidaies
for the master’s degree and the doctoral degree, Indeed, we
had to acknowledge the fact that most departments do not
plap their general graduate course offerings in terms of a mas-
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ter’s or a doctoral candidate; they plan course offering} n
terms of specialized subjects or parmula«r parts of a disciphine
or professional field.

Furthermore. we recognized that a graduate student gener-
ally enrolls in graduate courses up to a total of 90 quarter
credit hours, We then counted an additional-90 quarser credit
hours for the doctoral degree. involving 45 credit hours of
individualized or small group instruction and 45 credit hours
of research nstruction. | believe these decisions were reason-
able as peneral guidelines in curriculum construction and In
expenditure analysis. -

It 15 commonly held that costs of graduate instruction vary
with the quality «f such mstruction. Personally, | do not put
much credence in efforts to measure or rank graduate pro-
grams in vanous fields by vanous umversities. What these ef-
forts accomplish. primanly, is to rank the prestige of particular
faculty members at particular points in time. and these judg-
thents about presfige may not eorrelate with quality. [t 1s stdl

‘possible for some graduate lights to be hidden or concealed by .

some institutional baskets.
I am impressed by the differentiation in graduate education
objectives put forth in the McCarthy and Deener commentary

on graduate costs. They propose that a distinction be made

between the research-oriented and the practice-oriented grad-
uate programs. § think this concept is useful; it applies both to
graduate education in advanced professional study and to grad-
uate education in the arts and sciences. When graduate educa-
tion in the arts and sciences encompasses undergraduate teach-
Ing, it 1s a practice-orjented approach. | would hope that more
of our planning and of our expenditure analysis might make
use of this distinction. .

- 1Lpon the basis of a great deal®ol expenence. obsenatfon,
ang study. I am convinced that the basic teason Tor the differ
ences.tn costs of graduate s truction are reldied to dittesenc e
in_the vost of the taculty mpuat Fheheve this difterence st
so much, the comsequence of vaning levels of taculty compen-
sation, aithough thas 1s surely a facior. as 1t the consequence
of vaning levdds of faculty worklead. The kinds of workload
standaids carned by faculty members make g ereat deal of
difference in tae costs.

I recently had occasion td examine the faculty staffing pat-
terr. of a major private research university. The faculty mem-
bers were generally expected to teach six credit hours of for-
malized instruction per semester. Most of these faculty mem-
bers taught graduate courses; a great portion of undergraduate
mstruction was assigned to teaching assistanis. Personally, |
believe facutty workload expressed in terms of student credit
hours' is more indicative of actual faculty oroduttivity than is
workload expressed in terms of course credit hours. But how-
ever stated, wor' "~ad or productivity has a great deal to do
with the costs . truction.

During my tenuré’ as Chancellor for the Ohio Board of Re
, gents, all of us concerned with public higher education care-
" fully considered the size of faculty workloads we could reason-

ably ask the Governor and the General Assembly to finance.

We fixed these wotkloads in terms of student credit hours; and
the standards varied for general studies, technical education,

baccalaureate general programs, baccalaureats professional

progrims, graduate programs, doctoral degree proggams, and
medical programs. For example, at the graduate level, we in-
sistdd _that lhere be one full-time equivalert faculty position

. . s
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for each 150 student credit hours of output. This 1s the equiva-
lent of 17 students enrolled per class 1n thiee classes for three

_credit hours each. At the doctoral degree level, we said that

there should be one full-time equivalent faculty position for
each 120 student credit hours. This was the equivalent of 14
students enrolled per class in three courses of three crcdn
hours'each. ‘

The doctoral degree faculty workload was exactly one thqd
of the workload fixed fbr student nstruction 1n general styd-
tes. and one half the workload for student instfuction in bac-
calaureate generai programs. Our argument to the Governor and
the, General Assembly was that faculty members engaged 1n
graduate and doctoraFinstruction were also expected to engage
to a reasonable extent in research or public service related tc
their field of instruction. The argument was acceptable to the

extent that in Ohio we avoided any legislative mandate on the

sub;"ct of facully workload. The Generdt Assembly was con-
tent simply to endorse the standards of the Board of Regents.

Incidentally, faculty workload standswds presuppose mini-
mum enrollment in graduate instructina. In the absence of
such enrollment, costs become excessive or must be absorbed
as adjuncts of the cost of other instructional programs. Both
practices have been used.

Many probably consider these facufty wotkloads to be un-

duly demanding. Workloads, however. are 1elated to costs and
costs depend upon avadable mcome  that 1s. upor who s Wyl
g 1o pay how much for graduate wstruction Facults work-

3:04d like faculty salaries. must be fixed 1n the GMext o

accepfuble costs ynd seceptable pricing, whether or not tha
pricing 1s lor students or for society

There 15 one aspect of umversity expenditure which [ thsist
is not a cost of graduate instruction, the expenditure for :2rad-
uate fellowships and for teaching assistantships [ am well
aware that most instructional depastments Yonsider the avail-
ability of graduate fellowships and 'teaching assistantships to
be an esséntial means for recruiting the desired quality and
number of graduate students. Yet, fellowships must properly
be regarded as a form of student financial aid. and teaching
assistantships must properly be regarded as instructional com-
pensation, in the program where. the position 1s assigned.
Neither fellowships not assistantships should be assigned auto-
matically as a cost of graduate education td be recovered from
graduate student tuitions and from social subsidies of graduate
instruction.

At this point. it 1~ nnportant to make still another distine-
ton, a distinction between graduate educaton and graduate
mstruction. Graduate education. :ndeed. highgr education in
-general, embrates three somewtat different kinds of Lclvities.
which we customanly label instruction, rescarch, and public
service. These three Kinds of actinties have heen designated
the “primary programs’ in the program classification structure
of the National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems. Graduate educauon involves graduate istruction but
encompasses research and puh.hc sarvice as well,

1 think this distinction 1s important, both in the analysis of
the costs of graduate education and 1n the determination ‘of
the financing arrangements. But before 1 further pursue this
distinction, let me point out that considerations about the

financing of higher education cannot be separated from issues

about those wi.o benefit from higher education.
The availabl> literature as well as the uncertainties about this

e
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whole matter of benefits are reviewed in the monograph by

Powel and Lamson and in the commentary by McCarthy and -

Deener. Moreover, 1n the near future there will be a report
trom the Carncgie Commission on.Higher Education on the
Subject of .whe benefits frpm and who should pay fer Iugher
education. All of us will eagerly await this important docu-
ment. .

Figeneral s s evident that the benetits of gher education
guerue 1o both students and society. Ao there 8% Consensus
about the ddntificaton of thee benehis The disagreements
begm when we e ashed to cxpress these benelits in tepns of
dolars. Awd disagreemeiit auckhly becomes contlict when we
atiempt to base decistons about financing upon our judgments
about the relative magnitu fe of these benefits.

For the individual student, the benefits of graduate instruc-
tion are the personl satisfaction of formal education carried
to 1ts highest potential developnient and the opportunity thus
dfforded o the graduate to earn more income in out economy
based upon the use of this €ducated talent. In this latter cog-
nection, there dre two factors to.recognize. A study on the
rate of return to individuals of their investment in higher edu-
cation shows that this rate has in the past been lower for

" recipients of the doctowate than it was for recipients of the

[
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baccalaureate. Income in the labor matket is related to, the*
supply and the demand for edugated falent. If we want t
rate of veturn on graduate inStric ions#nhanced. we would do
well t) limit the supply of such talefft well befow 1t5 demand.
That would certainly be—the coirect economic behavior, pro-
vided graduate education ls‘gptivated or influenced by eco-
fomic considerations. :

For society, graduate education provides benefits of various

JWds; the preservation and transmission of the intellectual

heritage of our culture, the advancement of knowledge,and

the utilizatjon of knowledge applied to promote the well-being
and the general welfare of all citizens in our society. We have
come to see that graduate education is essential to the opera-
tion of higher education itself, to our national security, to our

“health," to our economic developmént, to our ecological sur-

vival, to our soc‘l cohesion, and to our cultural enrichment.
In deciding who shall pay for the benefits of tbj& graduate
education, we might-begin by examining the tosts of spon-

- sofed research ax_gi/p'ubhc services performed by institutions of

higher educatiofi.
Undoubtedly, the presence of sponsored research on a uni-
versity campus has today created the research university. |

~would go a step farther and declare that sponsored research

makes possible the research-oriented program in graduate edu-
cation. The definition of a research university propounded by

the Camegie Commissicn on Higher Education is based upon

the dual stapdard of number of Ph.D. degrees awarded and
dollar volume of federal goverament research grants and con-
tracts. 1 ami disposed to believe that today 1 research-oriented
program’ of graduate instructicn, at least in the plysical zad
biological sciences ‘and in engineering, can only be provided in
the university where sponsored research exists on a sizable
scale. .

It is evident that research to advance knowledge and the
encouragement of creative” talént are costs of graduate educa-
tion tp be financed by society, Notice that I say costs of
graduate education. The benefits of research and of creative
talent are primarily social benefits in my judgment. Therefore,
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these costs should be paid by society. .

Sponsored research today in universities %s being financed
up to 75 or 80 percent by federal government agencies. Not all
.of this sponsored research is basic research: some of 1t is pur-

. chase of applied and developmental research from universties

. for direet use by government agencies, in srograms such as
space exploration of the develppment of atomic energy. Clear-
ly, the future volume of research in our universities, together
with the advancement of knewledge angl the flowering ofcrea-
tve talent, will depend uporn the volume of federal govern-
ment financing. We can expect that much achievement.n sci-
ence,. the humanities, and the creative arts which we in society
are prepared to underwrite. .

But soual support of research and of creative talent 15 not
dependent solely upon federal government financing. There
are—other,vmlable to.ms of social support endowment and

© gft income carmarked for this purpose. Moreover, such gen-
eral mcome hrom endowment and @ifts and such appropristion
suppert frofh state governménts as s provided tor graduate
“instruction n ay also support research and creative falent.

When. a uiuvergity fixes a limited or reduced workload for
its f‘aculty, it is supporting research and ereative talent. I see-
no objection to this practice. I do suggest that a university
would do well periodically to assess the output it is realizing
from’ these general arrangements for the support of research
and of creative talent. I suggest also that a university would do
well periodically to ask itself whether or not the cost of its
support for research_and creative talent is ou‘stripping its in-
come from society f:r this support. And, I $0°suggest that a
university would do well periodically to ask itself whether or
not a more particularized approach to the support of research
and creative talent would be more appropriate to the actual
volume of oytput in these fields and more equitable to those
who pay for graduate instruction. - - o

Similar considerations apply 1o the financing ot public ser-
vice. Various publics and various enterprises 1n our soetety look
to colleges and universitics, to perform various public services.
Ma’ny individual faculty members may be called updn by out-
side groups such as voluntary associations, busirless enterprises,
and governmental agencies to assist them in proviing advice
about how te perform certain tasks or about how to solve
certain problems. The responss of the individual faculty mem-
ber to such requests for consulting assistance will depend upon
-his ar her interests and other. commitments, including the com-
mitmerit (o the college or university of which he or she 1s a
part. Other public services may be perfoﬁf\'pd/ throtigh agencies
or mechamsms of the college or university, such as public
broadcasting, the- operation of a museum, the exhibition or
performance of special talent, the treatment of Putients, the
enrollment of persons in seminars or short courses of contin-
uing professional education, the dissemination of advice about
specificd problems, ot .

Again, I must express my own strongly held position that a
college or university ought to undértake formalized endeavors
to render public service only to the extent that these services
are financed by consumer charges or by social contributions.
Public service is an integral part of higher education. It is
especially useful and apt to be particularly sought in connec-
“on with graduate instruction. But public service, like all other
activities of higher education, has.to be paid for, and the vol-
ume of such activity needs to be carefully related to the fi-
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, nancmg'avalfable for this activity. I do suggest that a university
would do well periodically to assess the outputs it 1s-achieving
from 1ts general suppert of public service. I suggst also that a
yniversity would.do well periodically to ask itself whether or
not its support of public-service activities is outstripping its
resaurces for financing such public service..And I do suggest
that a university would do well periodically to ask itself
whether or not a more’ particularized approach to the suppart
of public service would be more appropriate to the actual
volume of output in this figld of endeavor and more-equitable
to those who pay for graduate instruction.

At thispoint, then, we must find some kind-of answer to
the question of who should ‘pay for graduate instruction. Let
me say at once that if the ptinciple of social funding of re-
search and.-of creative endeavor within a university were ac-
cepted and Ppracticed, and if the principle of restricting public

" servize cothmitments {0 public service income within a univer-

sity were acgepted and practiced, then I think the cost of
graduate instruction, including university overhead, could be
brought within rqasmable bounds. Certainly, all of us in high-
er education operation must become cost conscious in regard
to graduate instruction.

Assuming we know the cbst of graduate instruction at two
or three leyels ‘of endeavor, and assuming we have clarified the
research-osientation or the practice-orientation of our nstryc-
tional programs, then we have to decide as a matter of po&y

/and of practical need how we shall divide this cosg between the
student and society. The palar positions on this issue are

- simple to state. On the one hand, we may say that all the
benefits of graduate instruction -accrie to the individual stu- °

dent and that, g:ordingly, the student should pay the gntire
cost of gradvate Instruttion. On the other hafid, we may say
that ali the benefits of graduate instruction accrue to society
and that, accordingly, society shuuld pay the entire cost. Since
mocst ‘of us agreethat the benefits of graduate instruction ac-
crue to both the graduate student and socmy. we conclude
both should pay the cgst.

I must pause here, to insert another important qualification
in the consideration of the costs and the financing of graduate
instruction. I Wave mgntioned earlier the finding in the gradu-
ate cost study of the Council of Graduate Schools and of the
National Association of College and University Brsiness Of-
ficers that expenditures vary by diggipline. It is not feasible,
however, to enter into differential priting of graduate injtruc-
tion upon the busis of ihe particufar program or discipline
offered. For pricing purposes' and even for state government
appropriation purposes, we need to determine average costs
and average charges. The distribution of average income among
particular programs then becomes the task of budget manage-
ment within a particular university.

In Ohio, during the current biennium ending June 30,
1973, the average expenditure per full-time graduate student
for graduate study including university overhesd was fixed at
$3,300, and the average expendituregper full-time graduate
student at the doctoral level including univgrsity overhead was
fixed at $5,400. At the level of graduate study, the student
was expected to pay $1,200 of this expenditure and the State
of 'Okio, $2,100. At the level of doctoral study, the student
was ex to pay $1,200 and the State of Dhio $4,200. In
the first instance, the student paid 36 percent of the cost and
the state government 64 percent. For doctoril study, the stu-

-~

“and at the level of doctoral instruction, the expenditure per

3

dent paid 22 percent of the cost and the state government ‘pald
78 percent. -

I believa that the distribution, of payments between student
and society in our state universities will undergo considerable
change over the next several years. Increasingly we shall have
differential pricing to students at the* lower”division level, the .
upper division level, and at the giaduate level. Furthermore. 1
think we shall move.toward the point where the distribution

. of costs between student an;l society-at the level of graduate
- study will be approximately 50 percent to 50 percent, while

the distribution .at the level of doctoral study will be approxi-
mately 40-60.

Insofar as privately sponsdked-universities are concerned, 1
shall cite the current experience of another private research
university whose expenditures I have had an opportunity to
examine. At the levef of. graduate instsuction, the expenditure
per student averaged around $4,000 in the arts and sciences,

student averaged around $7,000. The graduate student paid 60
percent of the cost at the graduate instruction level; society.
through endowment and gift-income, paid thé remaining 40
percent. At the level of doctoral instruction, the graduate stu-
dent paid 35.percent of the cost and society paid 65 percent.
But this private research university was operating at a deficit.

“Apart from their efforts o reduce the costs of graduate
instruction, I believe the privaté research university must in-
crease the propstion of its costs paid-by the graduate student.
The alternative is to find increased social support for graduafe
instruction.

A third private research university mrefully examined its
cost and income situation and decided that it must have in-
creased social suppon It determined to embark immediately

e {continued 7n page 6)
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I ACADEMY ANNOUNCES R
J -NEW PUBLICATION
h F ,

q The Academy for Educational Developimeni now
has available a new publication, as part of our
continuing program to provide maragement.and rlan-
ning assistance to institutions of higher eduation.
Long Range Planning and Budgering at Col!eges\
and Universities, by Alvin C. Eurich, President, and.
Sidnev G. Tlcklon Vice President and Treasurer,
Academy for Educauo.nal Development, is sixth in a
series of Academy Papers. The authors urge, in light
of the financial, social, and political crises currently
confronting higher education, that institutions of
- higher education must take it upon themselves to de-
velop -a system of comprehensive, long-term planning. |+
They describe what elements comprise an effective
. plan; one important tool is a long-range budget. The
booklet' offers valuable suggestions for carrying out
this resppnsibility. .
Single copies of this free book are available from the
Academy for Educational Development’s Washington
.office. (The address appears oni the next page.)

L/

~




M

_range some such mechanism, then there are only two chuices -

. e

; . 9
upotr a very substantial capital gifts campaign in order to raise
its endowment by almost JOO percent. The prelimunary plan-
ning for this campaign suggests that this particular university
has a good chance of realizing its goal. Here is one way n
_which the soci# contribution to the costs-of grad 1ate instruc-
tion can be mcmased

There is another chonce As the probE_ms of cost and in-
come have increased for graduate instruction, [ have come to
believe that graduate instruction ought to bs financed on a
national basis. I am well aware of the dangers involved in this
. procedure. As a former state government higher education '
planner, I am not overly enthusiastic abmt having a federal

govtmment planner for graduete instruction. The preferable

arrangement would be for the federal government, through
revenue sharing or through grants-in-aid, to provide state}bwm-
ments with funds to support graduat® instruction in both pub-
licly sponsored and | privately sponsored: yniversities.

1, for one, would like to see the time when privately spon- .

,soréd universities have the option bf obtaining the same social

support for graduate instMiction from all available sources as is
provided the publicly sponsored university. If we do not ar-

~ " available ‘to the privately sponsored univeisity in financing

.

graduate instruction. One choice is to increase social support
through philanthropy. The other choice is to continue differ-
ential pricing to graduate students in terms of the pricing poli-

cies of publiely sponsored universities. In the long run, this

particular kind .of price competition between privately spon-
sored ang publicly sponscred universities will surely be’ harm-
ful to the sumv}l of graduate instruction by the private uni-
versity.

To be sure, as govemmemal ﬁnmcmg of a part of the costs
of graduate instruction increases, governmental planning and
coordination - of graduate instruction must inevitably, follow.
And after governmental planning and coordination will gome
governmental accountability. No one should have any illusions
onr this score. Govemmients which pay for graduate instruction

~= :will also direct and supervise graduate instruction.

How we shall finance the graduate student is a separate
problem beyond the scope of this paper. It is'not reasonable to
expect the parents of the graduate student to finance graduate

. MANAGEMENT DIVISION ’
ACADEMY FOR EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, INC, v
1424 Sixteenth Street, N. W., Wsshington, D. F 20036 -

- they must find the resources to finance graduate instruction

. increase. Hopefully, a trend will aiso develop fbr the share of

education, although in practice this does occur and will con-
tinue to occur. And some outstanding graduate programs
would not continue to have graduate students if the universi-
ties involved did not find means to provjde support to half,
three-quarters, and even 90 percent of their graduate students.
These universities have a particularly difficult problem when

and griduate students. In long-run terms, I see three primary -
methods for financing the graduate student. These are part-
time employment—-including part-time instructional and re-
search duties in the university where the graduate student is
enrolled—family support, including the eamtngs of a spouse,
and Ioam :

SUMMARY

Graduate education, including graduate instruction, re-
esearch, and public service, 15 a rmajor set of activities for Ameri-
.can universities. These activities are performed by our major
research universities, by our other doctoral-granting universi-
ties, and by 31 compsehensive universities. These universities
may be privately or publicly sponsored. \

A pattem of financing for these activities has clearly
emerged today ‘which suggests that sponsored research activi-
ties and sponsored creative activity will be supported by social
contribution, primarily from the federal government. Addi-
tional financing may Be obtained from private philanthropy
and from sute govemment appropriations. The support of
. graduate instruction will _be shared by the graduate student
and by society.

This sharing of the cost ‘of gr&te instruction varies
among the state universities and the private univetsities. The
4rend in this decade will be for the graduate student share of
the costs of graduate instruction in the public’/unive.sity to

the costs of graduate instruction paid by the graduate student
at the private university to detlmc somewhat. In thi way, we
shall continue to hive a pluralism of graduate instructional
programs with their varying emphasis upon pesearch and prac-
tice. 1 hope if is not too optmusnc to expect this kind of
future for such essential endeavors as graduate instruction, re-
search altd creative activity, and public service.
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